Dear Editors,
One only needs half a brain to see that the legal judgment was wrong. This is quite apart from the ugly aspect of the whole prosecution whereby the complainant was acting as an agent provocateur. He could have gone to any other baker but he deliberately chose one with strong Christian views, one who believed firmly in the traditional view of marriage, in order that, when he refused, not (be it noted) to bake a cake, but simply to bake a slogan supporting gay marriage, he could take him to court in order to prove that the baker was required by law to create, presumably in icing, or perhaps by baking, a slogan that was totally alien to his fundamental religious beliefs.
The judgment was to the effect that the baker had discriminated against a gay man. But he had done nothing of the sort. If we suppose that the order had been requested by a straight friend of one of the bridegrooms, perhaps as a nice surprise at the marriage, the baker would have told the straight man exactly the same thing, namely that he could bake the cake but he could not put his hand to creating the slogan.
There was no discrimination against the gay activist on the ground of his homosexuality. There was simply the statement that the baker could not fulfil the order if it included the slogan. You could say that the baker showed that he was not a supporter of gay marriage, but that is not the same as discriminating against any particular gay man.
Also consider what would be the position if Richard Dawkins went to the baker and requested a cake with the slogan 'God is dead!' One cannot for a moment imagine that a Christian baker would have been happy to create that slogan. Would he then have been discriminating against the customer on the grounds of religion, bearing in mind that atheism, perversely, qualifies as a religious belief these days? Of course not.
And what if a Halal caterer was asked to provide stewed pork? Would he be discriminating against a Christian customer when he declined the order? Of course not. The customer would, in fact, not have gone to him in the first place, unless he was an activist bent on stirring up trouble.
The action taken by this activist falls within the sort of activity that I was warning about before this law was passed, namely that the wrong sort of movement by the gay community, of which this smart Alec manoeuvre by this particular activist is a good example, was going to arouse a great deal more hostility among the general public than would be the case if gay people went about their business sensibly.
Gay people need to think very carefully about where they are going with their new found licence (in both senses of the word).
The judge was clearly wrong. The ruling has to be overturned.
